Responses from 612 Parent Success Indicators (PSI) by parents and children were subjected to factor analysis. Data were factor analyzed to detennine if the underlying factor structure of the instrument fit the hypothesized dimensions suggested by the position of 60 items on six subscales. The principal COI1[\ponents extraction analysis produced 13 factors with prerotation eigenvalues greater dum 1.0. A principal component solution set at six factors yielded the best fit, accounting f(Jor 49.6% of the variance. The pattern of item-to-factor correlation suggested that the 60 items tended to fit the hypothesized pattern of subscales.
PAT COLUNSWORTH ET AL. 505 available. High rates of mobility, maternal employmc~nt, marital separation, and divorce have left many parents on their own and wondering how they can succeed with their difficult role (Furstenburg & Cherlin, 1991) .
Parent education is a way to increase understandilllg of what growing up is like today and to acquire the communication skills needed to improve family relationships. To remain effective, parents must gradually acquire an understanding of development and continuous training that is sequenced to match their child's development from birth through adolescence (Strom, Bernard, & Strom, 1989) . Current efforts to help p~irents fulfill their role during preschool and primary grade levels should coilltinue. In addition, the scope of curriculum for parents must expand to includle innovative programs designed to assist families of students in middle school and junior high.
The educational needs of parents must become known before they can be met. Yet the training most parents receive is based larg.~ly upon what program planners intuitively suppose is appropriate. A more r~lSonable approach is to identify topics and concerns that parents and their children attending middle school and junior high consider to be relevant. By offering lessons that support family satisfaction and help overcome predictable obstacles, parent education can benefit more families than those who require assistance in handling crises such as drug abuse, pregnancy, and delinquent behavior. The opportunity to obtain continuous training for their ever-changing role is essential for mothers and fathers so they can maintaiin reasonable expectations of children, sustain confidence in their parentillg abilities, and build mutually satisfying relatiollships with sons and daughters.
The Parent Success Inventory (PSI) was designed to assess parent performance. The instrument focuses on mothers and fathers of 10-to 14-year-old children. This instrument consists of 60 Likert-type items, divided equally into six subscales that emphasize separate aspects of p:arent development: (a) Satisfaction (aspects of the parent role that provide satisfaction), (b) Success (ways in which parents successfully perform their role), (c) Teaching (the scope of family guidance that is expected of parents), (d) Difficulty (problems encountered with the obligations of parenting), (e) Frustration (child behaviors that are upsetting to the parent), and (1) Information Needs (things parents need to know about children).
The first three subscales of the instrument combinf~ to produce an assessment of parent potentials, and the remaining subscalf:8 provide an index of parent concerns. There are two versions of the instrum.~nt: parent version and child version. For the parent version, subjects pro'"ide a report of their self-impression as parents. In the other version, children make known their views of the parent.
The preliminary format of the Parent Success
Indicator was an open-ended questionnaire consisting of the six elements that are l>resently subscales on the instrument. This questionnaire was administered to a randomly selected sample of 2,893 subjects, including 1,286 parents, ~>07 children, and 700 teachers representing each grade level from eleml~ntary through high school. Corresponding items appeared on the parent, chilld, and teacher forms. Issues related to parent competence were identified and ranked in order of importance for each of the grades. A reliability coefficit:nt of 96% was obtained for the coding of 33,000 responses (Strom, 1987) . l~pics with highest priority for families of middle school and junior high students (10-to 14-year-olds) were used to formulate the two-generational Likert-type versions of the inventory.
Studies of 900 adult and child subjects from low-and middle-income Anglo, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Native American families have included reliability checks. The students represented a wide range of intellectual abilities (Strom, Collinsworth, & Strom, 1994; Strom, Collinsworth, Strom, & Griswold, 1990 The purpose of the present study was to concJluct a factor analysis of the Parent Success Indicator (pSI). Factor analysis reduces the number of variables in a data set into a set of new factors that aJre more manageable in size and are uncorrelated to each other.
A principal components method was chosell1 to perform the analysis. Gorsuch (1974) reported, ''as the number of variables increase, communality estimates and the method by which exploratory factors are extracted both become less important" (p. 120). Amid the dii)agreement, it is generally believed that when the number of variables is large (30-40), different procedures would lead to the same interpretation (Child, 1970; Gorsuch, 1974; Howard & Cartwright, 1962) . Although the principal components procedure tends to produce slightly higher factor loadings th,an principal factor methods, the variables merge into similar patterns.
In this study the goal was to assess the nature of the relationships among the items of the Parent Success Indicator. Empirical evidence was sought to determine the factor structure of the PSI and whether the 60 items measure the six a priori dimensions or traits suggested by their position on the six subscales. The 60 variables were subjected t(Jt factor analysis using the principal components extraction with varimax rotation.
Method Subjects and Procedures
The 612 subjects in this investigation were middle school and junior high school students (Grades 5-9) and the parents with whom they lived. The majority (59%) of the parent respondents were mothers, and 41% were fathers. The 10-to 14-year-olds (52% girls and 48% boys) present a broad range of intellectual abilities and achievement levels from average to gifted and talented. Ethnic backgrounds included Anglo (66%), Asian (2%), Black (16%), Hispanic (14%), and Native American (2%). 1he formal education of parents varied from less than a high school education to graduate school. These differences in schooling were reflected by income variations from poverty to upper middle class. Family structure for the participants included single parents, and intact and blended families. The best indicator of parental strength for item 14 is "~tlways," while "never" reflects strength for item 33. These responses would be valued 4. Respondents who circled other answers for the items would re:ceive the lower values as shown. Items 1-30 are constructed so that "always" is the best indicator of strength; "never" is the best response for items 31-150. The first 30 items constitute three subscales (Satisfaction, Success, and Teaching) and provide an index of parent potentials. Items 31-60 constitute three other subscales (Difficulty, Frustration, and Information Needs) and contribute to an index of parent concerns.
Data Analysis
Item responses for all subjects were scored on the + 1 to +4 scale and were subjected to a principal components solution followed by varimax rotation. The principal components method of factor analYi~is employs 1 as the estimate of communality. Communality of a variable is the amount of variance of a variable accounted for by the set of factors.
Analysis began with an unconstrained e~~traction and was followed by solutions set at 10, 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3 , and 2 fac1tors. Analyses were done using the PAl procedure in SPSSx. A six-factor solution was selected to test the presence of the six subsets. Another analysi:~, a two..factor procedure, was conducted to determine the position of items within the two major indices: parent potentials and parent concerns.
Results
The two-factor solution tested the presence of the two major indices. Eigenvalues of the two factors were 16.801 arid 4.439, accounting for 35.4% of the variance. A principal components twcl-factor solution with varimax rotation found 30 items loading on Factor 1 aiDd 25 items loading on Factor 2. The estimated regression factor score between the two factors was .047.
Testing the presence of the six a priori subsets, an initial unconstrained extraction produced 13 eigenvalues greater than 1.0, ranging from 16.801 to 1.006, accounting for 63.4% of the total test variance. Prior to rotation, Factor 6 had four items that loaded at .40 or greater~ Factor 7 had three items and Factors 8, 9, and 12 had one item with significant factor loadings, but with higher loadings on another factor. Factors 5, 10, 11, and 13 had no items with factor loadings of .40 or greater. One item did not load significantly on any factor. Therefore, 53 of the 60 items loaded at .40 or greater on the first six factors. Ten-, nine-, eight-, and seven-factor solutions yielded similar results.
The decision to retain six factors for rotaticm was based on a combination of an analysis of the scree plot, retention of falCtors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, and the six hypothesized a priori subscales (Cattell, 1966; Child, 1970) . Also, the low factor loadings on the lasl: seven factors would generally indicate over factoring. This supports the concl!usion that a six-factor solution would provide the best fit of item structure (Comrey, 1978) .
A principal components factor analysis sc~t at six factors with varimax rotation produced eigenvalues ranging from! 16.801 to 1.632, which accounted for 49.6% of the variance. Of the 60 itc~ms, 56 loaded at .40 or greater on six factors, with 15 of the 56 loading significantly on two different factors. Estimated regression factor scores ranged from .007 (between Factors 4 and 5) to .069 (between Factors 2 and 4).
Factor Structure
A criterion factor loading of 1:!:.401 was u!oed to define a factor. Factors were tested according to the two major hypotl.1esized indices (potentials and concerns) and by the six hypothesized factors or dimensions identified within the two indices.
POTENTIALS AND CONCERNS INDICES (TWO-FACTOR SOLUTION)
Two major factors or indices were found to be present in the instrument. The items loaded on two factors as hypothesized. The first factor was made up of 29 of the 30 items on the concerns index. The second factor consisted of 25 of the 30 on the potentials index. Four items (1, 2, 5, 6) from the potentials index did not load significantly on either fact()r. One item (33) from the concerns index loaded significantly on Factor 2 instead of Factor 1, and one item from the potentials index (9) loaded with tile concerns items on Factor 1. No items had a significant loading on both falctors.
SIX-FACTOR SOLUTION
In testing for the presence of the six a priori subsets, Factor 1 accounted for 28.0% of the variance. Table 1 shows that 18 item; loaded significantly on this factor. Of these items, six from the Success subscale and nine from the Teaching subscale had their highest loadings on this factor.
The second factor was composed of eight items from the Difficulty subscale and eight Frustration subscale items. Six of these items also loaded significantly on other factors.
Factor 3 was highly saturated with nine items from tlle parent Information Needs subscale. One item from the Difficulty subscalehlad its highest loading on this factor.
A total of 13 items loaded at .40 or above on the fourth factor. This factor was made up of nine items from Satisfaction subscale, one item from the Difficulty subscale, and three items from the Frustration subscale.
The fifth factor was made up of a set of eight item!; from five of the six subsets. Each of the eight items also loaded significantly on one of the other factors. On Factor 6, two items loaded significantly from the Frustration subscale, one item loaded significantly from the DifficUllty subscale, and one item loaded significantly from the Information Needs ~;ubscale.
Of the 60 items, 41 loaded significantly on one of thle six subscales. Four items failed to load on any factor, and 15 items loaded on two factors.
Discussion
The two major indices, potential and concerns, have: been supported by a factor analysis of the Parent Success Indicator. Additionally, four of the six dimensions originally proposed by researchers have been supported by factor analysis.
This investigation has provided statistical justificatilDn for stating that the construct is multidimensional. Within the two indices" six factors emerged from the analysis. Based on factor loadings, results demonstrated that Factor 3 is the "cleanest" of the six factors, with 9 of its 11 items from Information Needs. Item 51 and 60 also loaded on Factors 5 and 6, respectively, but had their highest loadings on Factor 3. This factor had the highest loadings of all the factors, with 9 items correlating between. 78 and .48.
Factor 1 comprised a combination of the Teaching and Success items. Fourteen items had significant loadings only on this factor.
Factor 2 was composed of 16 items from the Difficulty and Frustration subsets. Difficulty items 31, 32, 36, 37, and 39 loaded solely on this factor. Three other Difficulty items-33, 34, and 35-had higher loadings on Factors 5 and 4. The remaining items in Factor 2 were from the Frustration scale. Items 41, 42, 45,46, and 49 were grouped only with this factor.
The majority of items in Factor 4 were from the Satisfaction subscale, with eight items loading only on this factor. Item 34 from Difficulty and item 48 from Frustration had their highest loadings on this factor.
Factor 5 was composed of a specific set of items from five of the subsets that asked about sharing feelings and ideas, and about listening skills. The following items loaded on this factor: Satisfaction items 4 and 8; Success items 12 and 14; Difficulty items 33 and 35; Frustration item 44; and Information Needs item 51. Based on the common content of these items, this factor seems to be an index measuring communication skills.
Factor 6 had a mixture of Difficulty item 40, Frustration items 43 and 50, and Information Needs item 60. Three of these items address the issue of televiewing, and one addresses the frustration of the teen's use of time. This factor appears to be a measure within the parent concerns index focusing on the use of time.
Items 11, 17, 25, and 57 did not load on any factor, offering evidence for possible deletion or revision of the these items. Fifteen items loaded on two different factors, indicating that items may have a degree of similarity with both factors.
Present results indicate support for four of the six subscales as initially proposed, and provide evidence for two other factors as identified in Factors 5 and 6. Although there exists some evidence of redundancy in some of the subscales, the results of the factor analysis are supportive of the PSI being a reliable and valid instrument for use in parent evaluation. It is recommended, however, that the no-load items be deleted or revised, and items loading on two factors be recombined to follow the pattern of revealed structure. Together, the subscales offer important information for planning and evaluating programs designed to assist parents in their role as parents.
